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BY FACSIMILE

TheHonorableJacobJ.Lew
Director
Office of ManagementandBudget
Washington,D.C. 20503

DearDirectorLew:

This letterfollows up on theApril 12, 2000hearingoftheSubcommitteeonNational
EconomicGrowth,NaturalResources,andRegulatoryAffairs, entitled“Reinventing
Paperwork?:TheClinton-GoreAdministration’sRecordonPaperworkReduction,”andthe
Office of ManagementandBudget’s(OMB’s) June12thresponseto my April 14th post-hearing
followup questions.

Questionic asked0MB why it is resistingmy June9, 1999requestfor 0MB to disclose
its role in its reviewofagencypaperworksubmissions,assuchdisclosureis requiredby
PresidentClinton’sregulatoryexecutiveorder. OMB’s replyto QuestionI c perpetuatesOMB’s
illogical andmistakenview thatrequiring0MB to revealchangesmadeby 0MB duringthe
courseof its PaperworkReductionAct (PRA) reviews ‘would impair its administrationofthe
PRA.,’ As I notedin my lettersofNovember22nd,January14, 2000,March 2nd, andMarch
27th,revealingchangesmadeby 0MB is theonly wayCongresscanhold 0MB accountable,
especiallygiventheClinton-GoreAdministration’srecordofnon-achievementin reducing
paperworkburdens.As aconsequence,I repeatmy June9, 1999requestfor 0MB to begin
disclosingtheresultsof its review,asofJuly 1, 2000.

Question2 asked0MB why, sincethe Subcommittee’sApril 15, 1999hearingwhich
highlightedtheabsenceofpaperworkreductioninitiativesby theInternalRevenueService
(IRS),whichaccountsfor nearly80 percentofthetotal government-widepaperworkburdenon
theAmericanpeople,0MB hadnot increasedits staffingofonly oneanalystworkingpart-time
on IRSpaperwork. OMB’s replythat “it believesthatthis level is appropriategivenOIRA’s
staffing level” is neithercrediblenoracceptable.ThePRA wasprincipally intendedto
“minimize thepaperworkburdenfor individuals,small businesses,educationalandnonprofit
institutions,Federalcontractors,State,localandtribal governments,andpersonsresultingfrom
thecollectionofinformationby orfor theFederalGovernment”(44U.S.C. §3501). Question2



alsoaskedwhatchanges0MB madein IRS’sproposedInformationCollection Budget(ICB)
submission.OMB’s replythat it madeno substantivechangesis alsonot acceptable.As a
result,asChairmanof yourAuthorizingCommittee,I requestthat 0MB immediatelyincrease
OMB’s staffingdevotedto IRSpaperworkto at leastthreefull-time analysts.

Question3 asked0MB abouttheresultsof its reviewsofthe60 mostburdensome
paperworkrequirements,which equal85 percentofthetotal government-wideburdenon the
public. 0MB repliedthatit “reviewsthe60 mostburdensomecollectionsasrigorouslyasit does
all oftheothercollectionsit reviews.” Sincethe Subcommittee’sinvestigationrevealedfrom the
agencyrepliesthat0MB hadonly reducedthe 7.3billion hoursofgovernment-widepaperwork
burdenby a mere1,915hoursin a6-monthperiod,OMB’s reply is unacceptable.

Question3 also asked0MB to indicatethenumberof hoursreducedin the last
substantiverevisionofeachofthesetop 60 paperworkburdens.0MB’s reply indicatedthatthe
last revisiononly reducedtheburdenfor 11 of60 andsomeofthereductionswerenot
significant,e.g.,the DefenseDepartment’sreductionofonly 26,438hoursfor arequirement
imposing23,986,320burdenhours. Pleaseprovidedetailedinformationon thenatureof the
changesmadefor eachofthe 11 to verify that all 11 decreasesweredueto programchanges
insteadofadjustments.In Question3, I askedif 0MB is consideringawardingacontractfor an
analysisofopportunitiesfor reductionin thetop 60 paperworkrequirements.0MB repliesthat
it “has no currentplansto hire anoutsidecontractor.” Therefore,pleaseindicatethenext
expecteddatefor substantiverevisionof eachofthe60 andtheprocess0MB will follow for
eachto ensuremaximumburdenreductions.

Question4c asked0MB, “When0MB establishedits paperworkaccountingsystem,
0MB madeannualadjustmentsto thepaperworkhoursbase,apracticethatdiscouragedthe false
countingofre-estimatesor illegal burdensasreductions.Whendid 0MB changeits accounting
systemapproachto no longermakeannualadjustmentsandwhy did it do so?” OMB’s reply is
totally nonresponsiveto thisquestion. Pleaseprovidea responsiveanswer.

Question6a askedif 0MB haspreparedacrosscuttinganalysisofpaperworkburdenson
small businesses.Insteadofprovidingananalysis,0MB providedacomputerizedlisting of316
paperworkdocketsimposedby 32 agencies,eachhavingasignificantimpacton small entities.
Has0MB analyzedthese316 burdensto identify duplicationsandensuremaximumburden
reductionsin them? If not,whenwill 0MB do so?Also, has0MB orchestratedaninteragency
reviewoftheserequirements?If not, will 0MB do so?

Question6b askedif 0MB haspreparedacrosscuttinganalysisofpaperworkburdenson
Stateandlocal governments.Insteadofprovidingananalysis,0MB providedacomputerized
listing of 929 paperworkdockets,eachhavingasignificantimpacton Stateandlocal
governments.Question6b alsoasked0MB to identify whatspecificpaperworkreduction
candidatestheClintonAdministrationis pursuingfor Stateandlocal governments.Incredibly,
0MB providedonly threespecificcandidates.This is unacceptable.Has0MB metwith
representativesofStateandlocal electedofficials to identify theirtoppriorities for burden
reductionfrom the 929 with significantburden?If so,pleaseindicatetheresultsofthese



discussions.If not, pleasemeetwith theserepresentativesandpromptlyreportto meon the
resultsofthesediscussionsandOMB’s timetableto revisetheirtop priority candidatesfor
burdenreductions.

Pleasehand-delivertheagency’sresponseto theSubcommitteemajority staffin B-377
RayburnHouseOffice Building andtheminority staffin B-350A RayburnHouseOffice
Building not laterthannoonon Wednesday,July 5, 2000. If you haveany questionsaboutthis
request,pleasecall ProfessionalStaffMemberBarbaraKahlowon 226-3058. Thankyou for
yourattentionto thisrequest.

Sincerely,

DavidM. McIntosh
Chairman
SubcommitteeonNationalEconomicGrowth,
NaturalResources,andRegulatoryAffairs

cc: TheHonorableDanBurton
TheHonorableDennisKucinlch


